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We introduce a natural Turing-complete extension of firsteo logic FO. The extension adds two
novel features to FO. The first one of these is the capacagtinew pointso models anahew tuples
to relations. The second one is the possibilityesfursive loopingvhen a formula is evaluated using
a semantic game. We first define a game-theoretic semantitisefdogic and then prove that the
expressive power of the logic corresponds in a canonicaltwalye recognition capacity of Turing
machines. Finally, we show how to incorporate generalizeahtjfiers into the logic and argue for a
highly natural connection between oracles and generatjmadtifiers.

1 Introduction

We introduce a natural Turing-complete extension of firsteo logic FO. This extension essentially
adds two features to basic FO. The first one of these is thecitgpa add new pointdo models and
new tupledo relations. The second one is the possibilityaafpingwhen a formula is evaluated using a
semantic game.

Logics with different kinds of recursive looping capacitizave been widely studied in the context of
finite model theory[[16]. Typically such logics are fragnmsenf second-order predicate logic. A crucial
weakness in the expressivity kfth order predicate logic is that only a finite amount of im@tion
can be encoded by a finite number of quantified relations o¥igita domain. Intuitively, there ig0
infinitely expandable memogyailable. Thuk-th order logic is not Turing-complete. To overcome this
limitation, we add to first-order logic operators that eeathie addition of new elements to the domains
of models and new tuples to relations. Coupling this featita the possibility of recursive looping
leads to a very natural Turing-complete extension of firgeologic.

In addition to operators that enable the extension of dosmaid relations, we also consider an oper-
ator that enables the deletion of tuples of relations. Itiddne natural to also include to our framework
an operator that enables the deletion of domain points. iltieed could (and perhaps should) be done,
but for purely technical reasons, we ignore this possybilit

We provide a game-theoretic semantics for the novel logigica feature of the logic—Ilet us simply
call it £, orlogic .£—is that itsimulates halting as well as divergimpmputations of Turing machines
in a very natural way. This behavioural correspondence é&tluring machines and the logi€ stems
from the appropriate use of game-theoretic concepts. Lbaus a closer look at this matter.

Let2 be a model ang a formula of first-order logic. Lef be anassignment functiothat interprets
the free variables op in the domairA of 2(. The semantic gam8(2L, f, ¢) is played between the two
playersd andV in the usual way (see, e.g., [11,118]). If the verifying playehas a winning strategy
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in the gameG(2, f, ¢), we write2l, f =1 ¢ and say that is truein (2, f). If, on the other hand, the
falsifying playerVv has a winning strategy, we wrigé, f == ¢ and say thap is falsein (2, f). Since¢
is a first-order formula, we hava, f =" ¢ iff it is not the case thall, f =~ ¢.

If ¢ is a formula oflF logic [12] or dependence logif21], for example, the situation changes. It
is then possible thateither player has a winning strategy the semantic game. This results in a third
truth value (hdeterminatg Turing machines of course exhibit analogous behaviooraminput word
w, a Turing machine can halt in an accepting state, halt inextieg state, or diverge.

The logic.Z incorporates each of these three options in its semantiasanonical way. For each
Turing machine TM, there exists a sentenca@qf; such that TMacceptshe encoding of dinite model
20 iff A, f =T ¢1m, and furthermore, TMejectsthe encoding of! iff A, f == ¢rm. Therefore TM
divergeson the encoding ofl iff neither the verifying nor the falsifying player has a wing strategy
in the game invovin@, f and¢. For the converse, for each formujaof the logic.#, there exists
a Turing machine TM such that a similar full symmetry exists between semantroegainvolving x
and computations involving TM By Turing-completeness of a logic we mean exactly this lohe
behavioral equivalence between Turing machines and feenul

The moves in the semantic games fdrare exactly as in first-order logic in positions involvingeth
first-order operatorslx, Vv, —. In positions of the typéx ¢, a fresh point is inserted into the domain
of the model investigated, and the variakles interpreted to refer to the fresh point. There are similar
operators for the insertion (deletion) of tuples into (flowlations. The recursive looping is facilitated by
operators such as the ones in the formL(IB(x) V 1), where the player ending up in a position involving
the novel atomic formula 1 cammp backinto a position involving 1P(x) \% 1). Semantic games are
played for at most omega rourffiand can be won only by moving to a position involving a firater
atomic formula. Winning and losing in positions involvingstrorder atoms is determined exactly as in
first-order logic.

Operators that bear a resemblance to the ones used in thedblgave of course been considered in
logical contexts before. Lauri Hella has suggested (paiscommunication) extending first-order logic
with recursive looping constructors that resemble thosestigated in this article. His idea involves
studying fixed point logics using a game-theoretic semamtith somewhat different kinds of winning
conditions than the ones we shall formulate below. The fraonke does not involve modifying the
domains of structures. The insertion (deletion) of tuptegfiom) relations is an important ingredient
in dynamic complexity (see, e.gl.![8.119]), although mdtehand used there in a way that is quite
different from the approach in this article. Logics thatalwe jumping into different model domains
include for example theort logic of Vaananen ([20],[22]), a logic which can in a sense lgarded as
the strongest possible model theoretic logic. Other systeith similar constructors or motivations to
those considered in this article include for example BGSclf@], WHILE languages[1] and abstract
state machines$ [10] 3]. See also the articlés [5] and [14].

The reason we believe that the logi€ is particularly interesting lies in its simplicity arekact be-
havioural correspondenceith Turing machines on one hand, and in the fact that it plesiacanonical
unified perspectiven logic and computation on the other hand. The logicanonically extends ordi-
nary first-order logic to a Turing-complete framework, ahdreby serves not only as a novel logic, but
also as a novel model of computation. It is also worth notireg the fresh operators ¢f nicely capture
two classes of constructors that are omnipresent in thaipeaaf mathematics: scenarios where fresh
points are added to investigated constructions (or fresdslare drawn, etc.) play a central role in ge-
ometry, and recursive looping operators are found everyevimemathematical practise, often indicated

1Omegaof course refers to the smallest infinite ordinal.
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with the help of the famous three dots (...).

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Secfibn 2 we defomee preliminary notions and give a
formal account of the synta®’. In Sectiori B we develop the semantics%f In Sectior 4 we establish
the Turing-completeness ¢f in restriction to the class of word models. In Secfidbn 5 wethsearesults
of Sectior 4 in order to establish Turing-completenes&/oih the class of all finite models. In Section
we show how to extend” with generalized quantifiers. We also briefly discuss theceptiual link
between oracles and generalized quantifiers.

2 Preliminaries

LetZ. denote the set of positive integers. Let VAR {v; | i € Z. } be the set of variable symbols used
in first-order logic. We mainly usenetavariables %,z %;,Vi,z, etc., in order to refer to the variables
in VAR. Letk € Z.. We let VARsp(k) be a countably infinite set dé-ary relation variables. We let
VARso = Ukez, VARso(K).

Let T denote a complete relational vocabulary, iteis the unionUycz, Tk, wherety is a countably
infinite set ofk-ary relation symbols. Letr C 7. Define the language’* (o) to be the smallest s&
such that the following conditions are satisfied.

1. If xg,...,X are variable symbols arle o ak-ary relation symbol, theR(xy,...,X) € S

2. If xq,...,% are variable symbols aril € VARso(k) ak-ary relation variable, theK (xy, ..., ) € S.

3. If x,y are variable symbols, thet=y € S

4. If ke Nis (a symbol representing) a natural number, therS.

5. If ¢ € Sthen-¢ € S

6. Ifp, Y cSthen(p AyY)eS

7. If xis a variable symbol andl € S thendx¢ € S

8. If xis a variable symbol andl € S thenlx¢ € S

9. If xq,...,% are variable symbolR} € o ak-ary relation symbol ang € S thenlgy, . x¢ € S
10. If x,...,Xc are variable symbolsX € VARso a k-ary relation variable symbol andl € S, then

|XX17M7XK¢ S S.
11. If xq,..., % are variable symbol®} € o ak-ary relation symbol an¢ € S thenDgry,.. x ¢ € S
12. If xq,...,X¢ are variable symbolsX € VARgp a k-ary relation variable symbol andl € S then

13. If ¢ € Sandk € N, thenk¢ € S

While we could develop a sensible semantics for the langu#géo), we shall only consider a
sublanguage?’ (o) C .£*(o) that avoids certain undesirable situations in semanticegant.et¢ <
Z*(0) be a formula. Assume thgt contains an atomic subformukee N and another subformulay.
Assume thak is not a subformula ok . Then we say thap has anon-standard jumpNote that we
define thaktvery instancef the syntactically same subformulagfs adistinctsubformula: for example,
the formula(P(x) A P(x)) is considered to haviireesubformulae, these being the left and right instances
of P(x) and the formuldP(x) A P(x)) itself. Thus for example the formulgk(P(x) Ak) A k(P(x) A K))
has a non-standard jump. We defi®(o) to be the largest subset of’*(o) that does not contain
formulae with non-standard jumps.
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The reason we wish to avoid non-standard jumps is simple dlhbezome entirely clear when we
define the semantics of (o) in Sectiori 8. Let us consider an example that demonstratasitiesirable
situation. Consider the formulgk A 3xkP(x)) of £*(o). As will become clear in Sectiod 3, it is
possible to end up in the related semantic game in a positi@iving the atomic formuld(x) without
first visiting a position involving the formulaxk P(x). This is undesirable, since a relatedriable
assignment functiowill then not necessarily give any value to the variakld-or this reason we limit
attention to the fragmen¥’(o) containing only formulae without non-standard jumps.

Before defining the semantics of the languag€o), we make a number of auxiliary definitions.
Let 2, 9B, etc., be models. We l&i, B, etc., denote the domains of the models in the usual way. A
function f that interprets a finite subset of VARVARso in the domain of a modell is called an
assignment Naturally, if X € VARson Dom(f) is a k-ary relation variable, therf(X) C Ak and if
x € VARNDom(f), thenf(x) € A. We let f[x+— a] denote the valuation with the dom&dom( f)U {x}
defined such thaf|[x — a](x) = a and f[x — a|(y) = f(y) if y# x. We analogously definé[X — g,
whereX € VARso is ak-ary relation variable an8 C AX. We will also construct valuations of, say, the
type f[x— a,y+— b,X — §. The interpretation of these constructions is clear.

We define the set of free variabléee(¢) of a formulag € (o) as follows.

1. If Re g, thenfree(R(xq, ..., Xk)) = {X1, ..., X }-
2. If X € VARgo(K), thenfree(X (X4, ..., X)) = {X} U {X1,..., %}
3. free(x=y) = {x,y}.
4. free(k) = 0.

5. free(—¢) = free(d).
6. free((¢p A Y)) = free(¢) Ufree(y).

7. free(3x¢) = free(¢) \ {x}.

8. free(Ix¢) = free(d) \ {x}.

9. free(lry,.. x @) = free(d) \ {X1, ..., X}
10. free(lxy,... x ¢) = free(d) \ {X, X1, ..., X% }.
11. free(Dry,,.. x @) = free(¢) \ {x1, ..., X}
12. free(Dxy,...x®) = free(d) \ {X, X1, ..., X }.

13. free(kg) = free(@).
Aformula ¢ of £ (o) is asentencéf free(¢) = 0.

3 A Semantics for.Z (o)

In this section we define a game-theoretic semantics forahguage? (o). The semantics extends
the well-known game-theoretic semantics of first-ordeiddgee, e.g.,[18]). The semantic games are
played by two players andV.

Let ¢ be a formula ofZ (o). Let2l be ac-model, and leff be an assignment that interprets the free
variables ofg in A. Let#< {+,—} be simply a symbol. The quadrup(&, f,#,¢) defines a semantic
gameG(, f,#,¢). The set ofpositionsin the gameG(2, f,#,¢) is the smallest se&b such that the
following conditions hold.



8 Some Turing-Complete Extensions of First-Order Logic

A, f.#,9) €S

If (B,0,#,-¢) €S then(B,g,#", ) € S where # € {+,—}\{#}.
If (B,0,#,(WAY")) €S then(B,9,#,¢Y) € Sand(B,g,#,y') €S
If (B,0,#,3xy) € Sanda € B, then(B,g[x— a,.#,P) € S

If (B,09,#,Ixy) € Sandb ¢ Bis a fresh elemeft then(B U {b},g[x— b],#,y) € S we define
B U {b} to be theo-model € whereb is simply a fresh isolated point, i.e., the domain¢ofs
BU {b}, andR® = R® for eachR € 0.

a M w D E

by definingR® := RZ U {(by,...,bx)}, andg* := g[xq > by, ..., % — by]. For each relation symbol
Pc o\ {R}, we haveP®" := P®. The modelsB and5* have the same domain.

1111

B by definingR®" := R®\ {(by,...,bx)}, andg* := g[x, > by,...,x — by]. For each relation
symbolP € ¢\ {R}, we haveP?" := P%. The modelsB andB* have the same domain.

9. Assume(B,g,#,Dxx,. x ) € Sandby,....bx € B. If X € Dom(g), call C := g(X). If X ¢
Dom(g), defineC := 0. Then(B,g*,#,y) € S whereg" := g[x3 — by,...,x« — b, X — (C\
{(by,...,bK)})].

10. If (B,0,# ,ky) € S then(B,9,#,y) € S

The gameG(2, f,#,¢) is played as follows.
1. Everyplay of the game begins from the positi¢#(, f,#, ¢).

2. If a position(B,g,#,—) is reached in a play of the game, the play continues from tiséipo
(%797#”7 LIJ)7 where # € {+7 _} \ {#J}

3. If a position(8,9,#, (@ A ¢')) is reached, then the play continues as follows. 'IE#+ (re-
spectively, #= —), then the playeY (respectively3) picks a formulay € {y, ¢/}, and the play
continues from the positio(®,g,#, x).

4. If a position(B,g,# ,3xy) is reached, then the play continues as follows. K#+ (respectively,
# = —), then the playet (respectivelyY) picks an elemenb € B, and the play continues from
the position(B, g[x — b],#, ).

5. If a position(B,g,#,Ix ) is reached, then the play continues from the positiBrnu {b}, g[x —
b],#, ), where® U {b} is the c-model &, whereb is simply a fresh isolated pomti.e., the
domain of¢ is BU {b}, andR® = R® for eachR € 0.

6. Assume a positiotB,9,#,Iry... x ) has been reached. The play of the game continues as
follows. If # = + (respectively, #= —), then the played (respectively,¥) chooses a tuple
(by,...,by) € BK. The play of the game continues from the positi®*,g*,#, /), whereB* is
obtained fronts by redefiningR®" := R U {(by,...,bx)}, andg* := g[x1 — by, ..., X — by]. Other
relations and the domain remain unaltered.

2To avoid introducing a proper class of new positions hereassimeb = B. SinceB ¢ B, the elemenb = B is a fresh
element. Only a single new position is generated.
3Recall that we leb := B in order to avoid proper classes of new positions.
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10.

11.

12.

. Assume a positiortB,g,#, Ixx,

..... x Y) has been reached. The play of the game continues as
follows. If # = + (respectively, #= —), then the played (respectively,¥) chooses a tuple
(by,...,b) € BX. The play of the game continues from the positi®,g*,#, ), whereg* :=

gXw — by,.... X — b, X = (CU{(by,...,bx)})]; hereC = g(X) if X € Dom(g), and otherwise
C=0.

follows. If # = + (respectively, #= —), then the played (respectively,V) chooses a tuple
(by,...,bx) € BX. The play of the game continues from the posit{®*,g*,#, ), whereB* is
obtained fromts by redefiningR®" := R\ {(by,...,bx)}, andg® := g[xq — by, ..., Xc — by]. Other
relations and the domain remain unaltered.

. Assume a positioB, g,#,Dxx...x ) has been reached. The play of the game continues as

follows. If # = + (respectively, #= —), then the played (respectively,V) chooses a tuple
(by,...,bx) € BX. If X € Dom(g), call C:= g(X). Otherwise defin€C := 0. The play of the
game continues from the positid®,g*,#, ), whereg* := g[x; — by, ..., % — b, X — (C\
{(by,...,bK)})].

If a position(28,g,#,ky) is reached, then the play of the game continues from theiposit
(B,0.#. ).

If a position(8,g,#,k) is reached, then the play of the game continues as follow# = +
(respectively, #= —) and there exists a subformkgs of the original formulag, then the player
3 (respectively,¥) chooses some subformuky of ¢, and the play continues from the position
(8,9,# ,kx). If no subformulaky exists, the play of the game ends.

If @ is an atomic formul&(xy, ..., ), X (X, ..., X) or x =y, and a positior{B,g,# , ) is reached,
then the play of the game ends.

A play of the gameG (2, f,#,¢) is played up to omega rounds. If a play of the game continues fo
omega rounds, then neither of the two players wins the plag. play of the game ends after a finite
number of rounds, then one of the players wins the play. Tiaeviis determined as follows.

1.

2.

If the play ends in a positio(iB8, g,# , k), which may happen in the pathological case where there
are no subformulae af of the typeky, thend wins if # = — andV wins if # = +.

If the play ends in a positiof®3,g,#, ), wherey is an atomic formuldr(xy, ..., ), X(X1, ... X«)
or x =Y, then the winner of the play is determined as follows.
(@) Assume #=+. Then3 wins if B,g = . If B,g}~ ¢, thenV wins. Here= is the semantic
turnstile of ordinary first-order logic.
(b) Assume #= —. ThenV wins if B,g = ¢. If B,g }~ ¢, then3 wins.

A strategyof 3 in the gameG (2L, f,#, ¢) is simply a function that determines a unique choice for the
playerd in every position of the gam&(%l, f,#, ¢) that requiresd to make a choice. A strategy ®fis
defined analogously. A strategy 6f(V) in the gameG(2L, f,#, ¢) is awinning strategyif every play of
the game wheré (V) makes her moves according to the strategy, ends after @ finihber of rounds in
a position whered (V) wins.

We write 2, f =" ¢ iff the playerd has a winning strategy in the gan®2, f,+,¢). We write
2, f =" ¢ iff 3 has a winning strategy in the gar@2(, f,—, ¢ ). By duality of the rules of the game, it
is easy to see thathas a winning strategy i6(2, f,—, ¢) iff ¥ has a winning strategy i6(2(, f,+,¢).
Similarly, 3 has a winning strategy i6(, f,+, ¢) iff ¥V has a winning strategy i6(2(, f,—, ).

Let ¢ be asentencef £ (o). We write?l =" ¢ iff 20,0 =" ¢, where 0 denotes the empty valuation.
Similarly, we write2 =~ ¢ iff A,0 =~ ¢.
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4 Turing-Completeness

Let o be a finite nonempty set of unary relation symbols.Setcbe a binary relation symbol. #ord
model2( over the vocabularySucg U o is defined as follows.

1. The domain ofl is a nonempty finite set.

2. The binary predicat8uccis a successor relation ovar i.e., a binary relation corresponding to a
linear order, but with maximum out-degree and in-degre@kiguone.

3. Letb € A denote the smallest element with respecStmc We haveb ¢ P* for eachP € g.
(This is because we do not want to consider models with theyedgmain; the empty word will
correspond to the word model with exactly one element.) Bohelemena € A\ {b}, there exists
exactly one predicate € ¢ such thaia € P¥.

Word models canonically encode finite words. For examplenbr abbaaover the alphabefa, b} is
encoded by the word modgl over the vocabularySuccP,, B} defined as follows.

1. M={0,...,5}.
2. Sucis the canonical successor relationMn
3. P = {145} andP? = {2,3}.

If wis a finite word, we let# (w) denote its encoding by a word model in the way defined aboW.i¢f
a set of finite words, then#z (W) = {.# (w)|w € W }. If £ is a finite nonempty alphabet, we let' (%)
denote the vocabulafySucct U {Py|ac X }.

We define computation of Turing machines in the standard hatyitvolves a possibl@ape alphabet
in addition to annput alphabet These two alphabets are disjoint. ebe a finite nonempty alphabet.
ThenX* is the set of all inputs to a Turing machine TM whose input alg is>. During computation,
TM may employ an additional finite s&of tape symbols. That s&is the tape alphabet of TM. There
is a nice loose analogy between tape alphabet symbols afgarachines and relation variable symbols
in VARso used in formulas ofZ.

Theorem 4.1. LetX be a finite nonempty alphabet. LE¥ be a deterministic Turing machine with the
input alphabet. Then there exists a sentenfay € £ (. (X)) such that the following conditions hold.

1. LetWC Z* be the set of words w such tHEM halts in an accepting state with the input w. Then
forallwe Z*, . (w) =" ¢rv iff weW.

2. LetUC z* be the set of words u such tHBW halts in a rejecting state with the input u. Then for
alwe, #Z(w) =" ¢rmiffweU.

Proof. We shall define a sentengg), such that the semantic games involvigxg\, simulate the action
of TM.

Let Q be the set of states of TM. For eaghe Q, reserve a variable symba. Furthermore,
let ystate D€ @ variable symbol. Intuitively, the equalifiate = Xq Will hold in the semantic game
G( (w),0,+, ¢1m) exactly when TM is in the statgduring a run with the inputv.

Simulating the action of the head of the Turing machine TM Istanore complicated, since when
defining the new position of the head with a subformulaqf;, information concerning the old position
must be somehow accessilfl&ix twovariablesc,,4andx2,.4+ These variables will encode the position
of the head. Define three further variablgls,, Y2eae @NdYheas The tape of TM will be encoded by

4Note that we assume, w.l.0.g., that TM has a single head.
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the (dynamically extendible) successor relat®mcg which is a part of the model (or models, to be
exact) constructed during the semantic game. The variaplesandx2, ., will denote elements of the
successor relation. Intuitivelyheag= YioaqWill mean thatxt,indicates the current position of the head
of TM, while Yhead = Y2e,q Will mean that, 4 indicates the position of the head of TM. The value of
Xt.aqWill always be easily definable based on the valugigf, and vice versa, the value &f,will be
definable based on the valuexgf,. 4

If TM employs tape alphabet symbatsz 3, these can be encoded by unary relation varialgles
Intuitively, if uis an element of the domain of the model under investigativen Xs(u) will mean that
the point of the tape of TM corresponding ticcontains the symbd. Similarly, for an input alphabet
symbolt € 2, R(u) will mean that the point of the tape of TM correspondingitmontains the symbal

The sentenceéTy will contain subformulae which aressentially(but not exactly, as we shall see)
of the type

(L/Jstate/\ L.Utapeposition) — (L.UneV\Lstate/\ L.UneV\Ltapeposition/\ Ioop),

whereloopis simply the atomic formula 1, which indicates that the seticagame ought to be continued
from some subformulayk of ¢ty. The sentencéry will also contain subformulae which aessentially
of the type

(L.Ustate/\ L/—’tapeposition) - (L/—’newfinal_state/\ L/—’newtapeposition/\ T)

and
(L.Ustate/\ L/—’tapeposition) - (L/—’newfinal_state/\ L/—’newtapeposition/\ —]—)

where in the first case the final state is an accepting stateinghe second case a rejecting state. Here
T (L) is the formulavxx = x (=VXX= X).

Let s;t € X be input alphabet symbols of TM. Consider a transition utdton of TM of the type
T(a,s) = (q;j,t,right), which states that if the stategsand the symbol scannedssthen writet to the
current cell, change state ¢, and move right. Let us call this instructianstr. The instructioninstr
defines a formulains;y. Assumeyj is not a final state. Let us see haysy is constructed.

Define the formulaglae ;= Ystate = Xg . Define the formulag, . to be the conjunction of the
following formulae.

1. Yhead= yﬁead — PS(X%ead)’

2. Yhead= yﬁead - PS(X%ead)'
Definex; to be the formula

DPsXlﬂyaxﬁeadzlyheadzl)’state( X = X%ead NY = X%ead A Yhead = Y%ead N Ystate = Xq; N X/ A1 )a

wherey’ is a formula that forces?,,4to be interpreted as the successoxigf,,with respect t&ucc Itis
possible that no successongf, exists in the current model. In that case a successor camiséected
by appropriately using the operatdesandls,ccuy TO cover this case, defing’ to be the formula

Dpxlpylz |Succuﬂxr21ead3yhead3ystate( X= Xf]iead ANYy= Xr11ead A Yhead= Yﬁead N Ystate= Xg; A\ X' Ax"A1 ) )

wherex” forces the fresh poirtto be the successor &f,,,with respect tdSucg andy’ forcesx2,,4to
be the successor &, Leta be a formula that states thaf,,,has a successor with respecSiaccin
the current model. Defing, to be the conjunctiotia — x1) A (—a — x7).
The formulay; simulates the instructioimstr when the current position of the head of TM is encoded
by xt..4 The formula determines a new position f8g,,based on the current positionxdf,.., A similar
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formula x> can be defined analogously to deal with the situation whexetinrent position of the head
is encoded by, 4
Define to be the conjunction of the formulae

1. Yhead= Yiead — X1,

2. YheadZYﬁead — X2

DefineYinsty to be the formula(wg{ateA L/JSSymbOD —  B. Formulaeys,s;, whereinstr’ tells TM to move
to a final state, are defined similarly, but do not have the dtomstead, accepting states have the atom
T and rejecting states the atom We shall not explicitly discuss for example instructionsene the
head is to move left, since all possible instructions canasilyespecified by formulae analogous to the
ones above.

Recall thatQ is the set of states of TM. L&, ..., enumerate the elements@f Define

v - 1 2
IX = lyheadlyheadlqu----lan-

Let I be the set of instructions of TM. The sentergg, is the formula

|XElyheadzlxﬁeadzlxﬁeadﬂystate( Winitial A 1( /\ L/Jinstr) )7

instrel

whereyiniia States that the following conditions hold.

1. ystateis €qual toxg, whereq is the beginning state of TM.

2. Yheadis equal toyl.,
3. xﬁead is interpreted as the point corresponding to the beginnasitipn of the head of TM.

It is not difficult to see thatty corresponds to TM in the desired way. O

We then prove that every sentencegfspefifying a property of word models can be simulated by a
Turing machine. For this purpose, we use Konig's Lemma.

Lemma 4.2(Konig). Let T be a finitely branching tree with infinitely many nodesed T contains an
infinite branch.

In the following, acceptingmeans halting in an accepting state, aagbctingmeans halting in a
rejecting (i.e., non-accepting) state.

Theorem 4.3. LetX be a finite nonempty alphabet. Lgetbe a sentence o (.#(X)). Then there exists
a deterministic Turing machiné&M such that the following conditions hold.

1. Let WC =* be the set of words w such thaf' (w) =" ¢. Then for all we =*, TM accepts w iff
weW.

2. LetUC X* be the set of words w such that (w) == ¢. Then for all we Z*, TM rejects w iff
weU.

Proof. Fix some positive integet. Given an input wordv, the Turing machine TM first enumerates all
plays of G(.# (w),0,+,¢) with k rounds or less. I8 wins such a play, TM checks whether there is a
winning strategy fod that always leads to a win ik or fewer rounds, meaning that no play whére
follows the strategy lasts fde+ 1 rounds or more, and wins all plays where she follows her strategy.
Similarly, if ¥ wins a play withk or fewer rounds, TM checks whether there is a winning styategv



A. Kuusisto 13

that always leads to a win in at mdstounds. If there is such a strategy fo(V), then TM halts in an
accepting (rejecting) state.

If no winning strategy is found, the machine TM checks alyplavithk+ 1 rounds. Again, if wins
such a play, TM checks whether there is a winning strategy! filmlat always leads to a win in at most
k+ 1 rounds, and similarly fo¥. Again, if a winning strategy fo# (V) is found, then TM halts in an
accepting (rejecting) state.

If no winning strategy is found, the machine scans all playthe lengthk+ 2, and so on. This
process of scanning increasingly long plays is carried daargi@lly infinitely long.

Now assume, for the sake of contradiction, tHgtvY) has a winning strategy with arbitrarily long
plays resulting from following the strategy. Then the ganee trestricted to paths whefg(V) follows
the strategy has infinitely many nodes. Oetlenote the restriction of the game tree to paths where the
strategy is followed. Since each game position can havefmilgly many successor positions, and since
T is infinite, we conclude by Konig’'s lemma th@ithas an infinite branch. Thus the strategydaofv)
cannot be a winning strategy. This is a contradiction. Hexamh winning strategy has a finite boumd
such that each play where the strategy is followed, goesoat fmostn rounds.

Thus TM has the desired properties. The crucial issue hetteatsthere exist dinite number of
possible moves at every position of the game. This finitergedsie to the underlying models always
being finite and properties of the operators of the lagic O

Note that our translations of Turing machines to formulagzbfind formulae of# to Turing ma-
chines are both effective.

5 Arbitrary Structures

Above we limited attention to word models. This is not neaegsas Theorenis 4.1 ahd 4.3 can easily be
generalized to the context of arbitrary finite structuresthis section we show how this generalization
can be done.

When investigating computations on structure classesgratban strings), Turing machines of course
operate orencodingof structures. We will use the encoding scheme of [16]. Lbé a finite relational
vocabulary and! a finite t-structure. In order to encode the structrby a binary string, we first need
to define a linear ordering of the domaiof 2. Let <* denote such an ordering.

Let R 1 be ak-ary relation symbol. The encodirengR*) of R* is the|A|*-bit string defined as
follows. Consider an enumeration of kltuples overA in thelexicographic ordedefined with respect to
<*. Inthe lexicographic ordefay, ..., a) is smaller thar{a; , ..., & ) iff there exists € {1,...,k} such that
a < & andaj = a; for all j <i. There ardAK tuples inAX. The stringenq R*) is the stringt € {0, 1}*
of the length/A* such that the bit; of t =t; ...t ) is 1 if and only if thei-th tuple(ay, ..., a) € Ain the
lexicographic order is in the relatidR®.

The encodingeng®!) is defined as follows. We first order the relationsrin_et p be the number of
relations int, and letRy, ..., R, enumerate the symbols maccording to the order. We define

eng2l) := 04.1.enqR})-...-enqRY).

Notice that the encoding & depends on the order® and the ordering of the relation symbolstin
Let % be the class of exactly all finitemodels. Lets’,, - and%p be subclasses & such that the
following conditions hold.

1. Each of the three class®s, 4 and%y is closed under isomorphism.
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2. The classes are disjoint, i.e., the intersection of amydfithe three classes is empty.
3. €L UF_U% = €.

We say that( ¢, %, %o) is aTuring classificationof finite 7-models if there exists a Turing machine
TM such that the following conditions hold.

1. The input alphabet of TM i§0, 1}.
2. TM rejects every input string that is not of the tygreq2() for any finite 7-strucure(.

3. There exists an ordering’ of T such that the following conditions hold.

(@) Let € €. Letenq) andenc(2l) be two encodings di, both using the ordex" of T but
possibly a different ordering @&. Then one of the following three conditions holds.
i. TM accepts both stringsnd®2l) andenc(2l).
ii. TM rejects both stringenq®l) andenc(2l).
iii. TM diverges on both input stringsng2() andenc ().
(b) Let2A € ¥. Letend®l) be an encoding ofl according to the ordex™. The following
conditions hold.
i. TM acceptseng®l) iff A € €.
ii. TMrejectsend®l) iff A € &€_.
iii. TM diverges on the inpueng®!) iff A € €.
We say that TMwitnesseshe Turing classificatiofi%’,, ¢, %o).
The logic.Z combines the expressivity of first-order logic with the plodisy of building fresh
relations over fresh domain elements. The recursive lgppapacity enables a flexible way of using
such fresh constructions. Therefore it is not difficult te geat the following theorem holds.

Theorem 5.1. Let 1 be a finite relational vocabulary ant¥’, , %, %o) a Turing classification of finite
7-models. LefTM be a Turing machine that witnesses the classificatién, €, %p). Then there exists
a sentencéy of £ (1) such that the following conditions hold for finitemodels.

1.9[):+¢TM iff Ae <, .
2.9[):_¢TM iff Ae€_ .

Proof sketch.The simulation of a machine TM operating on encodings ofcttines®( is done by a
sentencepy of .Z as follows.

The “input” to the formulagty is a finite T-structureXl. The formulagry first usesl in order to
construct avord modeliy that corresponds to a strireng2() that encodegl. The domains ofty
and®( are disjoint. The relation symbols @ity are symbols in VAR, not symbols inr. Onceiy has
been constructed, the formuda usesMiy in order to simulate the computation of TM on the string
end?®l). The simulation is done in the way described in the proof aédreni4.1l.

The construction of the word mod@ity from 2/ is not difficult. First a fresh successor relatish
over the domain ofl is constructed using the operatgi, The symbolSis not int. Instead, we use
a fresh symbol in VARo. Also, the successor symb8iwill not be part of the vocabulary of the word
modelNty.

Let <* denote the linear order canonically associated with theessor relatios*. The order<?,
together with an ordering af, define a stringnd®l). The modebly, is the word model corresponding
to the stringeng2l).

Due to thevery high expressivitgf the logic.Z, is not difficult to build9ty usingS* and possibly
further auxiliary relations. Thus writing the formudary is relatively straightforward. We skip further
details. O
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Theorem 5.2. Let T be a finite relational vocabulary. Lefi be at-sentence of. Then there exists
a Turing classification(¢’;., %4, %o) of finite T-models such that for all finite-models2, the following
conditions hold.

1. A€ G, iff ARt ¢.
2. AcE iff A ¢.

Proof. The proof is practically identical to the proof of TheoreB.4. O

6 Generalized Quantifiers and Oracles

The relationship between oracles and Turing machines iogmas to the relationship between gener-
alized quantifiers and logic. Oracles allow arbitrary junipsomputations in a similary way in which
generalized quantifiers allow the assertion of arbitragpprties of relations. In this section we briefly
discuss extensions of the logi#® with generalized quantifiers. For the sake of simplicity, avay
considerunary quantifiers of the width onee., quantifiers of the typgl).

A unary generalized quantifier of the width ofe. [17]) is a class¢” of structures/A, B) such that
the following conditions hold.

1. A#QandBCA.

2. If (A',B') € ¢ and if there is an isomorphisiin: A’ — A” from (A, B') to another structurgA”, B”),
then we havéA” B") € .

Below the wordquantifieralways means a unary generalized quantifier of the width one.

Let Q be a quantifier. Le®l be a model with the domaiA. We defineQ® := { B| (A/B) €Q }.
Extend the formula formation rules of first-order logic subht if ¢ is a formula anc a variable, then
Ox¢ is a formula. The operatd®x binds the variable, so the set of free variables Qfix¢ is obtained
by removingx from the set of free variables gf. The standard semantic clause for the fom@ap is
as follows.

Let2( be a model that interprets the non-logical symbolg ir_et f be an assignment function that
interprets the free variables @x¢. Then2l, f = Qx¢ iff {acA| A fx—all=¢ } € Q%

We then discuss how generalized quantifiers can be incdgubiato the logic.Z. This simply
amounts to extending the game-theoretic semantics sutlgeéharalized quantifiers are taken into ac-
count. This is accomplished in the canonical way descri

Assume we have reached a posit{@h f, +, ¢ ) in a semantic game. @* = 0, the playe& loses the
play of the game. Otherwise the playgchooses a s&< Q*. The playelv then chooses either a point
se Sof apoints € A\ S (HereA s of course the domain &.) Suppose first that chooses < S Then
the game continues from the positigt, f[x — s|,+, ¢ ). Suppose then thatchooses € A\ S. Then
the game continues from the positigi, f[x — s, —, ¢). The intuition behind these moves is thdirst
chooses the s&of exactly allwitnesses fop, and this se6 must be inQ®. ThenV either opposes the
claim thatS containsonly witnesses ofs by choosing a potential counterexample S, or alternatively,
V opposes the claim th&containsall witnesses ofp by choosing a potential further witnesss A\ S.

Assume then that we have reached a positinf, —, ¢) in a semantic game. ®* = 0, the player
V loses the play of the game. Otherwise the playehooses a s&& < Q*. The playerd then chooses

5Somewhat surprisingly, the semantic game moves for génetiafjuantifiers we are about to define do not seem to have
been defined in the exact same way in the literature beforeceMer, the article [15] provides a rather similar but notalya
the same treatment.
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either a poins € Sof a points € A\ S Suppose that chooses € S. Then the game continues from the
position (A, f[x — g,—, ¢). Suppose then tha chooses € A\ S. Then the game continues from the
position (2, f[x — S],+,9).

It is straightforward to prove that these rules give a seiogarguch that in restriction to formulae
of first-order logic extended with generalized quantifighre standard Tarski style semantics and the
game-theoretic semantics are equivalent. For the sakeesftygrwe shall not attempt to formulate
extensions of Theorems 5.1 dnd]5.2 that apply to extensiogs with quantifiers and Turing machines
with corresponding oracles. Instead, further investigetiin this direction are left for the future.

7 Concluding remarks

Itis easy to see that various interesting operators candedad.# without sacrificing Turing-complete-
ness. For example, second-order quantifiers can easilydmad here are only finitely many ways to
interpret a quantified second-order variable in a finite mhoaded therefore Konig's lemma can still
be applied so that Theorerhs 4.3 5.2 hold. Also, it is ples$d add to.Z an operator that, say,
adds|2(W)| fresh elements to the domaiM, and then extends the interpretations of selected relation
symbols and second-order variables non-deterministidallall of the new domain. In the finite, this
operator does not add anything to the expressivityAfbut of course more delicate features of the
underlying logic change.

Connections betwee and team semantics ought to be investigated thoroughlyr Baind NP can
be characterized nicely by logics based on team semantiR$s daptured by both dependence logic and
IF logic, and P is captured on ordered modelsrimyusion logic(see[6]). Further interesting complexity
classes will probably be characterized in terms of logicgedaon team semantics in the near future. We
conjecture that by attaching suitable operators to the situin¥’ of the typek € N, it should be possible
to extend? such that resulting logics accomodate typical logics basgdam semantics as fragments in
a natural way. The game-theoretic approaches to team semdaveloped in 4,18, 15, 18, 21] provide
some starting points for related investigations.

Let R be a binary relation symbol. Le¥p denote the fragment of that extends first-order logic
by operators that enable the the manipulation of the reld@dgonly), the insertion of fresh points to
the domain, and recursive looping. We conjecture that onelsoghose vocabulary contains the binary
relation symbolR, already.% is Turing-complete. Indeed, this does not seem to be difficuprove
using suitable gadgets, but we leave it as a conjecturesastihge.

Finally, it would be interesting to classify fragments_&f according to whether their (finite) sat-
isfiability problem is decidable. This would nicely exteretresearch on decidability of fragments of
first-order logic.
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